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This position papfr,ie the produéf of graduate student research
in“the program in Public Policy Studies of the Claremont Graduate
School, The'r;port was generated in the spirit of fulfilling the
traditional role of the academ??\community: .that of scholars
critically analyzing the e;éiety in which they live and, as
warranted, oéfering gommendationu on present policy practice

. ’ , )
and, as needed, suggesting constructive recommendations for spcial

change. ) o -
d
o : . - . Forest Hafriaon, Chairmaq
. Public Policy Studies °
\ . Claremont Graduate School ’
L July 1975 .
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. The public palicy 1aauea_aaaoc1ated with child care have
? become increasingly complex ghd importaﬁtbin the last decade. . p

Y >

=T
=

Effortl ’o provide child care -for those who need and desire it,

E bo#tinﬁg to stir deep feelinéa about quality, finances,‘involvemeﬁt.

sponsorship, and eligibility. ‘ . ‘ —_— 5
This position paper is offered in the ;pirit of opgoing

discussion and decision-making about. those public questions.

S\ Many individuals and groups have assisted in the efforts

. . o to produce this pap;r. Special gratitu&e is extepded to each .
qho shall, go unnamed in prink. but thanked in ;é}aon.
The production and distribution of  the paper was made
financiall& possible b§'granta from thg Truﬁt Company of Georgila ~
and the %aynea Foundation. Continuous institutional p;pport has "

been provided by Claremont Graduate School.

. \ .
Responsibility for the content of the positions is my own.

» ) ‘
. Tom Keating .
. . Claremont Graduate School

»




Federal Introduction

e ’

B - ' .

The Federal debate over comprehensive child development . .legislation
has arisen and abated at least two times since former President Nixon
"called for an expansion of the ngeral committment to ld care: 1In a
message to Cbngress, the former chief executive atatedg"I

r

“So crucial is the matter of early growth that we must

make W national committment to providing all American \

children an opportunity for healthful and atimulafing
I deve&ppment during the first five yeara of life.

- Since that Presidential call, spokeuperaona for child care legislation
have held extensive hearings,” documented need, nearly passed a comprehensive
bill, and resubmitted a Child and Family Services Act in an effort to
increase intereat in public child care and eventualdy to oreete%p Federal
law. . . .

: ' \ T ‘

HowevVer, Federal child care legislation remains either welfare or
" employment oriented, and the Federal committment to comprehensive child
.development legislation, per se, remains diffuse.and minimal despite
tireless efforts by some legislators. Additionally, the fragmentation
of support is further weakened by a dissipation of funding sources and
service programs. a¥erally funded. programs touching all areaspof early
chiid development/number somewhere ‘over two hundredzzand no 1eas than
"18 different Federal agencies,'" administer these programs according to
one comprehensive analysis of children's programs.
. . \
‘The present arrangement has prompted one state conaultant, involved
in day to day administration of milliona of Federal State dollara in
child care. programs to write. g . .’
. "And yet the system‘through which funds are allocated,
expenided, and requested can hardly be called a system >
. at all.... in considering the full range of child care '’ .
subaidieu provided to familiesg at all income levels,
it becomes clear ,that these subsidiea are diatributed
“in an extremely inequitable manner. This non-system
calls out for comstructive change. "3

- * “

One further problem hss continued over the half decade of child
care debate. Often the child care advocates themselves are not united.
They disagree over both principlea and details, often seem unwilling to
compromise during legislative negotiation, and occasionally lack the
coalscent strength neceaaary for prolonged legislative battles.

7  Ia the midst of this fragmentation, competition, and ‘non-systematic
‘approach to distribution of resources, any coordipated Federal-State-,
local committment to comprehenaive child care services exists almost by
accident. Thenchild and family®seem caught &ithin a vicious cycle of
endless regulations, uncertain and uncoordinated legislative decisions

. over funding, and political-economic forces whi;h are 8o complex as Yo
thwart even the best efforts.

-




The needs, hiltory, statiatica and questions about child care
have been amply discussed over the past five Yeara. Therefore, this
‘report is neither a legislative history nor a statistical analysis of
., costs and various programs., Rather this report provides an analysis ) }
9of the public policy issues associated with state and Federal child .
s care developments, laws, regulations, land bills., The public policy ' J
issues have become entwined inevitably in the political tension between
quality and quantity. This report intends to aid policy makers, ° -
government officials, consumers and practioners of child care programs "
who must decide complex and oqttdveraial questidns such as: »

1.) ,What level of fundi swill best aid more children and families . -
and be politically and economically possible? T
2.) wWhat is the role of the states, localities, and a combination
of governments in the’ child care-delivery issue?
3.) What is the relation;hip of the recently passed Title XX to
- present state and proposed Federal child development legislation?

. 4.) How is eligibility to bq determinsd under future income and
. welfare criteria? -ﬁ ) |
5.) How are parents to be {nvolved? B ;
6.) What is the role of puhlic schools, for profit centers, and ’

private money sources i the future of child care services?

In the on-going process of‘a%a@ining,the issues, the writer has )

adhered to the conviction that we  must end the total reliance on ‘ |

Q economic urgency and political powsr.when decisiohs are made about Ce T ':

’ children. Efforts must be strengthaned so those in need may better
p understand and improve the public policy proceoa.

"y
:

Every child deserves comprehenaive care and national; state, and - ;
local support must be given to our children and famflies, Our nation, |
as a people, has a responsibility to all children and to strengthen and @

N . renew family life. We must devis universal system of omprehensive, |
quality care for those who need anlv%ant such public luppgrt ’

. . Three. Major Points

i
\\b v 1
' g The analysis in the Federal section of this report is ‘based on. !
three major points. First, no systematic public child care approach
exists nationally and Title XX, which regulates the largest child care _ l
programs, is aimed at global welfare and employment goals, not comprehen-
sive child development. Second, ,dny examination of child care;gegillation,
be it under the present, fragmented approach, or even under a more unified .
approach, must investigate five, not| just three, public policy issues.
The third major point is that under the present circumstances, comprehen- )
sive child care services wdou}d be iiproved by adopting constructive - ' ‘ -
changes in each of the five‘policy areas. In the long run, a Child and
Family Services Office at the nationul level and 12 each atate should
be established.

y | -
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An examination of the passage of‘Tit¥§*¥i, the probable impact of:
this. law, and the first year regulations especially concerning planning,
all lead to-'the conclusion that Title XX means many states will probably
. provide fewer services to fewer people, despite changes in definition -.
and scope of eligibility. In fact, Title XX may further impede, rather
“than enhance, Federal uupport for comprehensive child care services,
It seems clear that the Federal government has weakened its ‘:.

committment to social ser\vices, including child care, with the passage
of Title XX. Fiscal proposals by thé Administration, alternations and
omissions which changed the intent to Title XX, committee reports,- and
statements made during the Congressional debates indicate that several .
child care orientations have been, all but gutted this first year, under
the largest single, domestic social service program, Title XX. The
Administration and many Congreaaional reprekentatives have almost abdicated
their responsibility to real accountability within a Federal-State-
consumer relation¥hip.

- . ¢

States have the adminiatrative burdén and responsibility to provide
social services. However, the rhetoric of flexibility'is meaningless
without Increased real appropriations. Some states with excessive or
high allocations already will probably bnly be. able to fund "in place"
programs; some leeway for funding new programs may exist in under ’
allocated states. Planning, like flexibility, is another important
dimension. This writer hopes that planning becomes a reality and not

;a charade after this firlt year.

Since many child care programs for the forseeable future must
continue to render services under regulations and administrative policiea
established by Public’ Law 93-647 (Title XX), this report concentrates, {
on discovering on-going and significant policy issues which affect thole
conccrhed with child care.

+ \ The main portion of the Federal report developl five public policy y
issues which ‘are: 1) Money (Source and Flow), 2) Eligibility, 3) Admin-
istration, .4) Control, and 5) Program Quality. The present Federal- - -
State situatior is characterized by a continuing plethora of child
care programs, multiple purposes for child care, lack of a united )
national ¢hild care force, and rigid battle lines divided over the (
delivery quostion The presentation of these five public pplicy issues
cuts across separate agency of interest group viewpoints.” Each area
examined ' includes suggested specific’actions which various types of
policy makers, government officials and child care consumers should take.

8 R ’

Following the discussion of the present situation under Title XX and
pending ‘legislation, and after an analysis of the public policy issues, '
the third major section of the Federal report makes recommendations for
prelent and future policy improvementa concerniﬁg child care. :

00009 RN
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as providing scholarly references for the analysis fo

. é L.
In general, this reporf concludes that the proposed Child.and

Family Services Act provides the necessary legislation to initiate

comprehensive child ‘care services. A highly placed Office of Child y

and Family Services within JHEW should be - reapona;ble for implementation

of all developmental child care programs. A varieg%é:f sponsors should

-also exist, and states should firm up their commit t to a Federal-
State-child care partnership by establishing an office of Child gnd

Family Services within the executive branch of each state government. .
{'%m extensive appendix completée this issue paper. The appeﬂhixes -
document the sources for the policy questions, issues, and recommendations.

These documents.will be helpful for a future course o{-gction, as well
ufd withiin the text.

e

FEDERAL SECTION ‘- B S .

s
3

The Federal aection examines three major areaa° 1) the Federal\ ‘ .
legillativa action which culminated in’ passage of Title XX, 2) the : )
regulationl which will determine the scope of State-Federal implementatioq ' ',
of social service legislation, and 3) the.proposed Federal Family and -

Children Services Act of 1975. ) .
, : 1 I
. A ) ‘
Within thpae,major)divisions; the report studies the ,potential L, Z .
-impact ‘of legislation, areas of significance omitted or altered under -\

Title XX, and the critical question of delivery of services in the future. _ |
Throughout this analysis the writer has searched for the essential . N |
public policy areas which affect any child care program.

4
Legisxafion
-t

Tﬁe Ninety-Third Congress passe :;2 Social Service Amendments of
1974 just a few hours before adJOurn:%nt The pﬂaaage of these amendments, S
commonly referred to as Title XX of the Sé¢ial Security Act, signaled

the end of a long period of uncertainity and,confrontation between Congress

and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. . - '

Q

The original ﬁiil introduced by Senators Mondale (D-Minn. ), Packwood
(R-Ore ), Bentsen (D-Tex.), and Javits (R-NY) was intended to "establish
a consolidated program of Federal financial assistance to encourage
provisions of services by the States."4 Among the meritorious elements

in the bill, the sponsors praised the.intent of retafning the 75 percent
Federal matching for child care and family services, as well as increases
in eligibility and payment standards. During the last two months of the
sessien, the House introduced g companion bill HR 17045, and later the. ‘ .
Senate Finance Committee submitted HR 3153 from an earlier session in o )
the form of a substitute. Later still, the House and Senate conferees .
passed a final'version, and the fu}l Senate and 'House completed paasage

a few hours before the Ninety-Third Congress disbanded. -
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Suspension of. rules, a controversial Saturday-merning maq;ing}"lnd

complex manuevering characterized the legislative history of HR 17045 | e
during the final days of .the session. " The Selective Bibliography of L. AN
. this report cites committee and conference. reports, public lpqecgel; andf;" :

)debaeha from the Congressional Record. Since Title XX passed by voice ) x
vote, these references contain the primary sourced for \a tore deghiled : N «
study of Congressidnal intent and action. Because publi ‘policy issues|/i’ o
_associated with the child dare portion of Title XX are emphasized in - b //
this repgyt, an additional listing of references about child care from |} /-

the debates is found in Appendix A. _ ~_ - . . ‘.

\
i

Presidential Action‘and Impact -
. - )

- Despite some difficulties with the bill, President Ford sighed
the final version into Public Law 93-647. In his statement upon tsigni
\ the bill, contained in Appendix B, the President praised the locus -
of decision making at the State level, and the protection for consumer
interests. He wrote: ."I regard the social services provisions as a "
major piece of "domestic legislation and a.sigpificant step forward. in '
Federal-State relations."6 ' . - '
However, a different interpretation emerges when one looks at the; |
impact on many dtates and, the proposed regutations. According to Sqnqtorr
Allen Cranston (D-Calif.) the new Title XX, "in effect converts the 75%°

percent Federal matching under the social service program... of the
Social Securit{ Act to a social ag;viceu.revenue sharing progrlm."7
Among the sectlons of the new Social Se¥vices Amendments, P.L. 93-647_ 1"
provides the following: -retains the Federal ceiling of $2.5 billion,ﬁt‘
prohibits reallocation of unused funds, °¥¢°PCEF special category for

Guam and Puerta Rico, supposedly gives the States more flexibility- ig;
defining services, determining recipients, and deciding which agenc {a

to fund. It also chapges the eligibility concept fro¥ welfare linkag
to income and alters the educational component of-child care rvicyl
from jandatory to optional.8 ' f
. v

~ - ’ v,

\ ~- As for the -major consequences, at least in heavily allocated -
_states, one California official remarked informally that Title XX
really put tlhe momkey, -on the state's back., Another staff person in“a
‘state, whieQ)itill has some monies available, said that Title XX was
really a transfer of heat.

 Whether Title XX is a friend or frqpqxzhn primany question bevumes
what real idcreases in appropriations for éxisting and new programs .
will match the earlier words‘of flexibility. Eligibility changes without
more programs and services would indicate Congress and the Administration
might have dealt social services, including child care under pressut .
.legislation, a crippling blow. It remains to be seen if the final- ’ g
regulations and dmplementation of these rules by both Federal and State .
“Bovernments impedes or enhances a real Federal-Ststh-consumer paytnsrship o |
for child care and other social services. T ' {gf oo

. &;F'

”
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- | Fedetal RegLulatione for Title XK o o ¢ - e

» ot

i; . Three months after the President eigned Title XX into lay, the
. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare -proposed reguletionl for
- implementation of this new section.of the Social Security Act.
-° ‘In the interim between signature and publication, April 14, a series of ’
o~ . ‘ approximately twenty issue papefs were sent out from.the Sociel ‘and .
- Rehabilitation Services office for selective distrib . These .
AL / - thematic prebxézulation papers were intended to ellic esponses. from »
specific staté and local agency representatives. sWell placed ldbbying r
groups were also permitted to comment on such topics as: a) submittal
and minimum requiréiments of a state compreheneidt services plan, b) ' \'
educational services, apd- c) elfgibilitx,determinaflon o . .
The process of preparﬁ;tgg, review, submission and acceptance of'the A
States' comprehensive, annu ervice'ﬁrog;am plan was finally set in
* motion officially and publically with the publication of these tentative .
. ulations. Overall, the regulations carry out some of the intent of
: : CU‘greee. Stateb do have the major responsibility for social services and ,
T states will determine the- extent of participation in such areas as
: services, fees, and eligibility Generally, DHEW has left to the States
. « the b&zden ofcmaking critical policy.decisions. While thd Federal
Gui nes are mainly within Congreesional intent, it appears DHEW haer
. . -limi\gd fiscal sanctdons ‘available to them for enforcing several provi s,
thus further weakening the Federal role in monitoring the actual use o;i;\v
social service monies. ¥ .

. The issue 6f privacy also seems a potential source of’difficulty a
. since section 228.63 and 228.1% seem vague and with few.clear limitations.
+ In light of income eligibility, further delimitation and specific
~ pafeguards are necessary. The amouht and type of information will require
_limitation, perhaps under separate’ regulatione for Title XX, as well as
"reexamining and strengtheninf of section 205.50 of the Public Welfare N
Code of Federal: ngulationl
Fortunntely, the regulations dq ensure publicity and evnilability
of the State Social Service Plan (sec. 228.33), delegation of authority
o n to determine eé gibility by the provider agency pursuant to a written
C .contract (sec: 1228 Gl(d), inclusion of plannipg, evaluation. and reporting
activities in the services plan (sec. 228.32). .

‘ ‘ Child/care standards are established refionebly for some ages, butu,
\ with problems in the area of { ant care (sec. 228.42(2)(B) and for
. schiool age children during non<4school periods like summer vacation.

A

4
Y The impact of both the general social service provieiona and the

, specific sections that affect child care services seem much less restrictive
; . than earlier enacted or proposed regulations. However, the real question
‘- 4femainl as to the impact of Title XX and’ the regulations on Statee

. s

s .

0
»




A potential conflict does exist between official regg1ataoh.,and
legislation over. meeting specified-goals and required services, especially .
for. Supplemental Security Income recipients Too often unless specific,
‘separate services are required for each major goal, an: overloading: of T
.eligible types or -an undercutting|of available programs occurs. ol

. -
-

© ! In large etates'like Califotnia and Minnesota which heve Jhready f-

:;cﬁmmitted resources, the pressures will be tremendous‘ - Testimony by .
*representatives of these states suggests*the natuji of the problem.

< "And because Minnesota (and California) as reached its
: " ‘ceiling in social service funds, despite lengthening waiting
. lists, there are nd’ additional, funds to expend these services.
“Titl¢ XX's reasonable eligibility levels wili have no. effect
'”without additional funding,"14 (Emphasis added)

ln other States like Georgia.that have not already allocated up to
their ceiling, the opportunities for directing coordinated servicés to
long-over due recipients seem at hand
S

a Essentially then, the passage of Title xx meang in sohc states that
the same people will receive the same services, perhaps more, but in
many states fewer people will receive fewer services unless additional
monies are funded at the Federal and State level. Despite the fact that
some states and jgrisdictions have not spent the amounts they were { .
allocated, the Congress has not been able to implement a redistributlon
or reallocation provision which would transfer social service funds to
states which had reached their {ceiling. "The likelihood of Federal
passage of either a reallocation clause or increase in the ceiling -
remains unlikely unl committed Congressional leaders follow up
earlier pledges. More importantly, the Administration must lend support
instead of undercutting efforts with discussion of declining Federal '
match. In the long run proposed, separate, Federal legislation for
child and family servieces offers a better-solution for meeting our
national child care needs. !

Proposed Federal Bills

actions since 1968 in the area of care ‘legislation. A renewal

of these efforts took place July 1974, when Senators Mondale,
Cranston, .Javits and 20.co-sponsoring Senators introduced S 3754

while Representative John Brademas (D-Ind.) and co-sponsors introduced
HR 15882, Both bills were titled the Child and Family Services Act

of l97la.>13 The Senate Subcommittee on Children and Youth, House

Select Subcommittee on Education, and House Subcommittee on Employment, ,
PovertX& and Migratory Labor held two days of joint hearings August 8
and 9. .

Appendix C outlines the signzggcant Congressional-and Executive

February 7, 1975, both Senator Mondale and Representative Brademas,.A
and a greater number of bi-partisan co-sponsors reintroduced into the
94th Congress identical legislation under S 626 and HR 2966

00013 |
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. > Joint hearings again were held February 20, 21, and March 12 14
in Washington. Mote hearings are planned for the remainder of 1975.
- R T
The Child and Family Services Act of 1975 aims at improving and
increasing health; child development, day. care, education, nutrition,
and other services available to American families for their children.
The key elements and principles in the-legislation were summarized by
the sponsors in the Congressional Record July 1L, 1974 These are:
b N i
f”First, and above all, this legistation is grounded on the,
.belief and recognition that families are the primary and
most fundamental influence on children, and that child and
. - family services programs must build upon and strengthen the
< . - role of the family. That is why our bill is designed to
maximize parent control and strengthen family life... why
the programs under this dFislation are totally voluntary...
why parents whose ch served under these programs
will compose at least 50% of the governing boards... and
why our bill provides a wide variety of services,

Second, our bill is designed to assixe that any service§
made available are quality services. Programs funded under
¥ this act must meet the 1968 Federal Interagency Day Care
Requirements...
Third, ‘our bill is designed to make services available to
* a broad range of families who need them.

| Fourth, the authorizations in our bill are designed to
provide for arl-yeer phase-in for planning and training

\ Fifth, the bill provides heavy emphasis on training.

Sixth, the administrative or delivery system in this bill
provides that programs would be administered through a system .
of State and local governmental (prime sponsors) "

The"authors also emphasized, "at this point we do not have the final
answer to the question of .what delivery system is best... We want to:
develop a system that will insure parental involvement, local diversity
to meet local needs, and appropriate State involvement to.insure co-'
ordination and maximum use of services available."l8 ‘
Senator Mondale also stated that profound and important questions
remain unsettled such as: 1) What should be the authorization and
| appropriation levels? 2) What is Ege>appropriate role of the public

schools in the delivery of services; 3) What role should profit making
child care programs have? 4) What is the appropriate combination of
State and local governments in the delivery and administration of these
services?l?
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ratification of Federal legislation is unlikely, Implementation’of .

: Title XX has been relatively fast, yet, examination of the public policy
° ' . dilemmas about child. care segm to. have generated increasing controversy . .
' " and fractionalization. e oo o - e,

e : . . . : -l . . W

The Deliyery'Qnestion - . D : . .

‘Despite tireless work by co-sponsors and advocatea, the" immediate ‘*?3\

The question of delivery -- whcther by a.diveraity of delivery
- systems or by the public school system =-- threatens to stymie if not T
defeat the thrust for comprehensive, voluntary, child and family services.
L One’ answer to the. question of who ‘shall be responsible for delivery
- e . is stated by Edwin W. Martin, acting ‘Deputy Commissioner, Bureau of
, ) Education for the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education. In the
L EO Education Commission of the States Report of an August 1974, National
: Symposjum titled: "Implementing Child Development Programs," Mr. Martin
stated ‘four central propositions: .
- 1. "Ppublic policy makers should "bite the bullet' and begin
making. a specific decision about where the responsibility
for early childhood education services should be lodged.

X

2. Public policy must be based on the assumption of equal
*access for all children, and so a public system must be
developed based on this Yzero reject' concept. Private
agencies can offer a1ternatives for those who can afford

them, or serve.as subcdntractors for the public agency.

n 3. A single public agency should be charged with the primary
: responsibility. . .

4. That agency should be the public education agency. "20

Commiss ioner Martin prefers the schools as the service delivery
mechanism because:

< . . "thére 18 a broad local and state fiscal base already extant...
o there are buildinga -and the capacity for financing new
‘construction or. for remodeling exists... ‘the public education
‘gystem has the capacity to set standards, certify, regulate...
, and finally the schools are already moving in the direction

- of providing early childhood services, Yarticularly in relation
o ‘ to aervices for handicapped children. "2

Other spokespersons "like Jule Sugarman, Chief Administrative Officer,
Atlanta, Georgia, argues that, ''there is so much to do that we really
need the involvement of everybody. We need the social agencies, we need
the health agencies, we need: the private non-profit organizations, and
I would even argue we need the for-profit organizations, although I do
that with some caveats about how they get used. I believe that the job
out there (child care) is so tremendous that there is room for everybody
(including schools) to be actively involved in it. n22

’
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The delivery of s vices queétion, thus, revolves around who will
control day care for lérants, toddlers, pre- schoolers and after school
children, group and family day care, homemaker serwicesg, coungeling,
foster cdre, specidl need children care, health, nutritional, educational,

"-and social servioés; As the Director of  the State Officer for Children -

in Massachdset;i; David Liederman said, "We are talking about'a whole ™
range of seivi@es, not ;ust building centers for early childhood !
development ‘xoégams "2 ‘ 3 . ’

Administratizzly the lask is an enormous one of orchestrating a
delivery=aystem that is comprehensive and %ith a range of services
availahle to every area of a state for all children who need them,
Perhag? this has to be done through a single agency in contractual
relgtion with a hqst of other delivery mechanisms. '

Politically the question of who controls thd% system has resulted

“i{n a hardening between two forces. Albert Shanker, president of the

American Federation of Teachers, and others seek exclusi sponsorship
of child care services by the public schools., Child care advocates,

" without a unified SpokeSperson, argue a diversity of sponsors are in

. the interest of the children, families, and country. S

Amidst pros and cons on both sides, a documented realizatiom of the

.increased need for child care services, and the diverse demands for'
ccomprehensive services to families and children, the public policy

( questions

issues now part of the current program under Title XX and the proposed
child care legislation, take on renewed importance. Y,

.
Child Care Public Poligy Areas

After decades of documentation, . five years of debate, and countless
the public policy issue of child development in California and
eral level doesg appear to be at-a crossroads. Professional,
orker, poverty, and family forces have formulated the ultimate
hich can be posed in public policy terms.

feminist,

Will all children, as a matter of right, 'hbe guaranteed comprehensive °
. services in publicly supported child care facilities? How and by whom
* will these services be financed? What agencies or agency will supplement

the reSponsibilities provided in the home, and thus assume the functions
heretofore proVided by some extended families?

A Sometimes the questions are asked' Who will use? Who will
administer? Who will pay? In the most simple form, the child care
public policy question is: Who gets the kiddies, and who gets the
goodies? ' ' .

«
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':ﬂ to suggest answers to these questions if the next
section on publ' policy areas, Five areas of concern have appeared and
reappeared ' in oufj.research and study of publicly funded child )
development services. These child care policy issues are:. Money
(Source and Flow), Eligibility, Administration, Control and: Quality.
Some professional child care spokespersons insist that only three .
* public policy areas: exist, that is Money, Administration, and
Eligibility. We have considered thié viewpoint, and we find it :
" appropriate from an agency s perspective, but’ too narrow from a client's
point of view, Iheregore we have examined child care across agency
lines, and frogy our vantage point, we think conltructive change should
occur -in all five areas. . v

; Public Policy Areai, Mbney

" Social service integesta. and child care advocatea in particular.
received a temporary seiback when Congressional leadera seemingly
traded away two critical. monetary provisions during the passage of
Title XX: the amendment" to increase the sgvial service.ceiling and
- the reallocation amendment

If efforts continue to decrease the Federal match to 65% in FY 76
and to 50% in FY 77, the: Sl’.ates will really "feel the heat." Th& .
resulting first year loss yould be approximately $478 million under the
proposed Administration's budget. Appendix D documents this change.

Another factor is the dﬁcrease in the Statés' surpluses. In -
1973, States faced better times and surpluses exceeded $9 billion; .
these haye decreased according to one spokesman to $1.7 billion and the
out look is for further: decreaaes.

Certainly under expenditures, a problem in many States, should
not be as great a problem in coming years. - Some bureaucratic restrictions
have been lifted, and the uncertainity which many States cites as the
“cause" of under expenditures has been minimized at least at the Federal
level. :

Y

~ Still the new fiscal year from t october to 30 September, the trial

'\.filcal year, the first year changeover timetable, and the States' go

"slow attitudé\::d reluctance to begin preparation of a first year social
servide plan dicate that an opportunity for improvement has been lost.

In addition, the forthcoming confusion over maintenance of effort
clauses, possible controversy from court intervention over determination
of eligibility and partial subsidies by large cities and the State, and
unavailable data will continue the patchWork and incremental approach
to fiscal policy deciaions.




>

v ©

Continued eﬁf/;ta to«reinatate the higher ceiling and reallocation
clauses are needed at the Federal level, Thorough projections and :
widespread publication of eligibflity by income criteria, location, and:

\_type of service-are needed. Figures ehowing money, or net income of O
‘families, whether tHe wifé works or not, and by age of children are algo °

important. This data should be disseminated by States before ‘the social

' service plan is written, &nd by the Federal government\before rewritten o

plans are undertaken annually.,
. *» \:,. . B . .
Concrete alternative and contingency funding measures should now -

“be devised by States and shared with consumers in case the Federal match

1s reduced. Voucher and vendor payment approaches should be discussed
at the appropriate levels, and State plans should be encouraged to
implement different untried fiscal approaches on a 1imited scale,

It 'is- clear, that over the recent paegi inflation has eroded the

rdal level of federal activity in the social grant area.?3 The 1975
budget does not permit social grant programs to keep pace with either
the price of inflation, or with wages in the public sector. XA dec1ine
in real levels of spending, and a relaxation of federal controds. on'

these moneys, substantiates a conclusion that Federal support and:
accountability in this area, which includes social service for day care,
is not a priority. Because of this conclusion, the money authorized
and appropriated for the proposed child care legislation from all levels

~must be high enough to counterbaldhce these omnious trenda.

Puhlicholégy Area: Eligibility .

The most significant change in social service eligibility, including
child care, is the change from Federal categoridal relatedness of

"welfare to a State determination of ellgibility based on income. Under
~Public Law 93~ 647 fifty per cent of Federal monies must be expended on

- AFDC, Supplemental Security Income, and Title XIX Medicaid recipients or
eligibiles. Any person who is a member of a family with a monthly gross
income which exceeds 115% of the median income for a family of four in
a state, and adjusted for family size, is not eligible for services.

The remaining funds are available for income groups within the States'

‘allocation which is .a proportion of the total Federal monies haaed on
State and national JPpopulation.

.  The States have the power to determine who actually receives services,
although the Secretary of HEW retains the authority to finally determine
income levels for each State. Both income maintenance status recipients
and income-sgtatus recipients may be charged fees, which is also within

the discretion of the States, although the Secretary has authority to
prohibit such fees. Unless cash assistance in whatever form is really

" . adequate for income maintenance clients to meet their individual and

family needs, the effect of fees would be to delete social eervicea,
including those to children, an effect which is contrary to the legislative

intent.
i

!

&

00018




_“é\

13

Q’

Accurate program and populatioﬁ projections will be essential
since States must develop a’plan to incorporate needs into a social

'service plan and must spend monies to fulfill at least one of the major

locial lerﬁice goall.
. A . ?

The present policy qu.ltion '18: What mechanism will States,

axpecially those with all their funds committed under Title IV-A

ceilingl use to determine eligibility?

Since eligibility, fees, and free gtrvicea are all ﬁnterrelated
and- since only internal staffs of agencies usually have the information
on income, census data, and geographic distribution, two poaaibilitiea
emerge. If both base and extended income groups become eligible for o
free services, either program quality or quantity or both will decreaséd’
without more money. On the other hand, if a smaller income group.
becomes eligible for free services, a greater quantity, and perhapa
a better quality, of services may.exist at the present funding level.-

. 7
The choice under present legislation is whether we will serve
fewer children more adequately, ot more children with what we have, and
probably at least in fhe short run less than adequately. As one views
the long term picture, the newly eligible lower and middle class
recipients may provide the impetu3 to obtain better quality now, and
eventually, separate adequately funded child and family services,

Public Poligy Areaa- Administration

Decembe% 9, 1974, the late Repreaentﬁtive Jerry L. Pettil (R-Ctlif )
stated that "In essence HR 17045 (later P.L. 93-647) sets forth new
ground rules for the States to follow in carrying out their social
services programs without increasing the Federal liability or changing -
the formula for allocation of funds:to the States... I frankly cannot
recall all (sic) instance in which so many diverse interestl have réached
such an‘amicable compromise, and it seems tg’a presents us with a rare
opportunity. I strongly pre we seize it." (Emphalia added)

A Fortnight later the Social Services Amendments of 1974 paased and
the ground rules had indeed changed. However, the 'rare opportunity"
for States to begin operating social service programs, including child
development lervices, seemed to slip away.

Although passed by Congreas December 20, 1974, and signed by
President Ford January 4, 1975, several montha e pled before the

- Department of Health, Education, and Welfare issu8d regulations. States

like California, which have traditionally allocated or nearly allocated
their entire Social Service budgets rarely took the initiative to set in’
motion even the broadest outlines of a public planning process which
would decide what services to provide to whom until long after the

'Federal regulationa were published.

oy
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- representation could have been ene.rraged to submit, tentative suggestions

"

- . . . . S
14 , . - .
. .
. ) v .
-

Certainly social service reciplents and the broadest agency ‘ ' x:

on such as: a planning process, & public review process, standards
.against which programs.should be evaluated, confidentiality of all
types of information, fair hearings, and 1nformation and referral serviees.

In addition, careful analyuia of present and proposed program =

»

populationa under néw base and extended income criteria which relates i
to specific services has not been provided to the public nor to the n
legialature. -

Agencies involved in-administering child care servicea have taken
a cautious approach and interagency commmication, initiative and *
involvement during the interim before Federal regulations were publiahed g
has bepn lacking inraome states, althougy extensive in a few. T

The situation of interagency rivalry for the delivery of children
services continues in many states., California's Department of Education,
Child Development Program Support Unit, the Governor's Office of
Educational Liaison, the deaignated single state agency, the Department
of Health, and proponents for an Agency of Children and Family Services
- have quadrupled the refrain, "We've got to do what is best for children."”
Nevertheless when politically experienced officials ask the real question,
"Who will administer -- SDE or a new agency?" each Fovernmental unit
answers from it's own self interest. In fact many state and county
officials consider the adminiatration and control areas synonomous, and N
since one agency already has the reaponaibility, they coneider the ‘
1ueation of administration closed. . . -

Because of this reluctance to consider any change from the present
two-year’ contractural arrangement with the State Department of Education
in California and because of the agency viewpoint that Tumps administra-
tion and control into one, we were even more persuaded to divide our
public policy areas. We are convinced that the interests of children .
and familiqs are better served if childrens' guardians and parents are
involved id the planning, operating, evaluating, and monitoring phases
of the services they receive.

Ca,

This argument.is actWklly further atrengthenedrby the agencies
themselves since they frequently distinguish between functions and
administration. For example, the ageancy which operates a program
would not be the agency which evaluates the program. Even the Wegislation
of P.L 93-647 lends itself to the division of function and adminiatration.

Section 2003(d) (1) (C). -
"Each State which participates in the programleatnbliahed by -
. this title shall have a plan... which provides for the o

designation by the chief executive officer of the State

or as otherwise provided by the laws of the State, of an

appropriate agency which will administer or supervise the

administration of the State's prograqg.. WZ8™ (Emphasis added.)
. ) - .

-
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A further ramification of. the administration queation reLatef to

separate state agencies providing for services for the blind in
Massachusetts, North Carolina, and Virginia:. It could be argued that

' a separate state agency could handle other services if the State _

desired it. Reprelentativu Al Ullman (D-Ore.), Chairman of the House

Ways and ngnt Committee, presented just auch an argument in December //

‘of 1974.29 . .. s .

- Y
The future answer to the administration question will vary in. each"
state, Annual social service plans, DHEW approval, and public pressure
will determine, the final answer. Phrased another way, the administrati
question is the issue of the appropriate role of the public agencies, }?
, including schools, in the delivery of these services and the appropriate-

-combination of State and local governmentu in the delivery and adminiatra-_

tion of theae aervicea. ) S

The adminiltration question can be resolved now,that'u(atea have
more responsibility for social services. No matter what administrative
mechanism providea fot delivery of services, certain standards must be
established. - Printed in full are those standards suggested by Marian
Wright Edelman, Director of the Children's Fund, and board member of the
Washington Research Action Project Council, in her testimony before the
Joint Hearings held by the Senate Subcommittees on Children and Youth,
and Employment, Poverty, and Migratory Labor, and the House Select
Subcommittee on Education on the proposed Child and Family Services Act.

"

"But rather than argue the pros and gons of any one delivery
system here I think it might be more ugeful to list standards’
based on the objectives of the-bill against which. you must b
measure every proposed delivery system.

1) Can it provide the full range of services which
children and families need?

2) Does it assure community decisions about the type of
serviges to be offered, based on a ‘local assessment of
needs of childrén and families in that community?

3) Does it give parents the central role in the community's
decisions about the types of services to be provided and

. in the day to day operation of the programs in which their

. children are participating?

4) 1Is it flexible enough to provide parents and families

S with real options, including services in a variety of
settings, (e.g. in-the-home, in neighborhood facilitiea,
at places of employment)?

5) Does it preserve existing community child care institutions
(including Head Start projects) and assure opportunity
for such instituti7na to expand and receive funds under
this legislation?

6) Does it encourage services in settings that support the
family and are relavent to the child's own culture and
environment, and that are staffed by people from the
child's own community, including parents?

7) Does it include a funded mechanism for enforcing federal
standards? . »

06021
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«Public Policy.Areaa' Control 3 T : v

) _;and Welfare, Casper W.-Weinberger, amnounced its support of S. 4082, part K
- of which.became Title XX, the accompanying press-release on October 3, , !

- 8ocidl service program answverable primarily to the States' citizena... n31

Y
8) .Doesar it prbvide a mechanism for coordination with other -
- agencies providing services- for children in the community ==~
including those provided through public¢’ health education,
and welfare agencies and especially thoae provi&éd with
Title XX'and Head Start fuuds?"30 ‘- '

- ¢

When the Ford administration, through Seoretary of Health, Education, Lo

B
Lo - i e i er =

1974, described a '""new Federal State relationship within “which States ' A
could more effectively target their social services resources to meet, .
the needs of their otm people. The proposed amendments make the State

R

Through an annual Comprehenéive Services Plan, eligibility "would
be developed in each State by fieans of an open planning process with
émphasis on citizen fnvo lvement, " (Emphasis added) The statement . .
continued that "Publie\g;z::ZZabilicy_co citizens of the State is " o,
insured by means of the Federally'required open planning process; ,

regular reporting; independent audits; and evaluation.”

Senator Mondale, who sponsored the legislation with.the whole-
hearted.endorsement of the Administration, included a summary of the
Social Services Act. Part III, "Establishes new requirements for a
State to conduct a program planning process to determine the services
to be provided and who is to receive such services with primary .emphasis
on involvement by citizens of a State... The State is also required to
conduct evaluations and provide required reports to HEW and the public. n33
(Emphasis added)

However, by the time final passage occurred_the buthor of the
Conference Compramise, Senator Russell Long (D~La) commented that the .
Fetderal government would only 'require the States to report on the use
of their social services funds, but they will not be burdened with
excessively detailed reporting requirements." .

Meaningful involvement of citizens in the evaluating, monitoring,.
enforcing and even planning functions were not emphasized because specif ¢
sections were deleted or modified in the final bill. A careful study of/
these altered or omitted areas, including the educational .component and
Rederal accountability, provides further insight  into unresolved public .
policy questions., Appendix E outlines a comparison of responses ofl#
several Congressional leaders and exemplifies the differences in value
and interpretation placed on these wital areas.

Although Senator Mondale concluded that '"stong new provisions to
assure public accountability and accountability to the Federal Gov;/n
ment for the use of funds,'"35 were reflected in the final provisiofis,
few, if any, specific mandated, annual requirements do appear.
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Federal standards for parental invblvemen:‘g6;r;;ve the force of
statutory law, but -the question remains how thefe standards will be
implemented and enforced. Appendix F contains the Federal Interagency\¢
Day Care ﬁcquiremcntlﬂfor pardhtal favolvement. Still these rarely get

. programmatic emphasis, enforcement monies, training funds, or agency
support. Strength#ned though' these guidelines are, they remain less
rigorous than Head Start provisions, less effective than parent’ co-ops, -
_and less, powerful’than trained TitleiI Parent’ Councils.  °°

In-light of a 1974 réport on General Revenue Sharing, which documented
major _ghort comi:ge{by city governments in the area of citizen involve- ¢
ment,.”" extraordinary action will be called for during these next.few
years: Consumers of child care must be involved in social service
legislation and programs in a manneyr.-#imilar to that proposed under
S 626 and H.R. 2966, the Child Family Services Act of 1975,

- Representative Brademas (D-Ind.) stressed parent control and
parental involvement in his statement accompanying hearings on those bills:

Y"The bill assures parent control of the ﬁrogfams operated N
under the legislation. First, children may be enrolled
in the programs providing services only after a written
request from their parents or .guardians has been received, .
. : P
, Second, the bill requires parental involvement at eyery
stage in.fhe planning, development, and operation of the
programs. ' c
ird, parents are to be’part of the councils which are L
quired at both the prime sponsor and local program levels.

fﬁinalfy, parents tpemselﬁes will choose which services
they wish for their children. 1

So I want to conclude by noting that although the
requirements for parental control of programs will not
be changed during the consideration of the bill, the
'otherlféatgsea‘of the delivery sysfem are not etched
- in stone."”’ (Emphasis added) , . ‘

During these same hearings,>Marian‘Wright Edelman also testified
on the vital nature of parent involvement. )

In the most concrete terms, she stated that ''the involvement of
parents is critical to the success of child care programs... (Parental
involvement) is an essential component of child development... Parents
must have a strong voice in determining the policies and practices
of lnapchilg care program to insure their child's best interests are
being mct."_8 '
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~ accountability, and citizen participation in a new stewardship shared by

18 - | . ' o ® . .

1 : P . Y
We conclude this, policy aection ‘with the asaertiok that public -/ ’
accountability necessitates, but is not limited to, specific mechanisms
and funded enforgement provisions. A new Fedéral-State partnerehip
does mean more’ flexibili for States. I must also mean more coordination,

consumer and service agency at both State’'and Federal levels. . [
Public Policy Areaa._ Quality . - - * T' ' -

Y P

Any judgments of the quality-or effectiveness of programa from the T
Federal perspective requirs,a tentative statement because of the” piecemeal ~ - o
funding approach thes last "two years of extenaiv:“;égulatory uncertainity, : -2

~ the absence of finalized Federal regulations, and undefined child ' e

development goals\since there is no Federal child care law. Undé% ‘the
present situation wé must interweave diverse program goals, scope,

'effectivenesa, evaluation, ratios, and, staff training dnto some kind

of whole pattem in order to ascertain ‘the quality of ‘hild care service; -

goals under Title IV-A.and now under Title XX are i et
apellad out ip the lation. P.L. 93-647 authorizes appropriations ' \§¥5’ '
for aocial rvicea inclu child care: | ' :

"For the purpose of encouraging each State, as far as
practicable under the conditiong in that State, to
furnish services directed at the goal of .

1) achieving or maintaining economic self-support to
prevent, reduce, or eliminate dependency,

2) achieving or maintaining self-sufficiancy,
including reduction or prevention of depéndency,

3) preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or
exploitation of children and adults unable to protect
their own interests, or preserving, rehabiliting, or
reuniting families, )

4) preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional :
care by providing for cqumunity based care, home based
care or other forms of less intenfve care, or

5) securing referral or admission for institutional

care when other forms of care are not appropriate,

or providing services to individuals in institutions..."3?

If effective accomplishment of these gpals provides an indicator
of the quality of the programs, DHEW and State reports could be used
in an evaluation. One such report, from tthe Audit Agency of DHEW -
entitled Review of Child Care Services Pro under Title IV,

Social Security Act, date stamped Nov. 4, 2874, offers an official

review of particular aspects and problems, As 1s often the case,

this report reviewed earlier data from 1971-72; yet the report was

not issued until 1974 so the data, circumstances, and conditions

remain questionable. Nevertheless, fo}low-up reviews have supported

many of the findings., ~ . .
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The Audit Agency report reviewed program administration at the Sgsibi'
(Social and Rehabilitation Services) and OCD (Office of Child Development)

_central and regional offices as well as in nine selected States .

. (California, Georgia, Washington, Massachudétts, Michigam, Missouri, * -
.# _  New Jersey, Texas, and Virginia). ) ’ II‘{’

' Problems examined in the report included these three: ‘"l)fthg,"€”"
measurement of program effectiveness for child care programs, 2) .
compliance with Federal, State and local chi&f care requirements, .and
3) certain aspects of financial management." In the second area

_the findings %fevealed that "In all'nine States we found that the
provisions of the Federal, State, and local requitements were gemerally

not met."™ 'In many instances even the basic requirements per&gining )
td the health and safety of the children were not being met. .

: . L R
Appendix G suggests the state of the art at the time of the surve. -
Congressional testimony by the Child Welfare League,Director Bupports’
the view that the cause of not meeting standards )'was that neither °.
Federal agency (SRS or OCD)-could bring surveillance and “advocy to . ¥
bear against practices that wzse in the short term financial and' policy
interests of the government." . B :
Certainly since the deledtion of section 2003(a-d)(1-3) from.the
Senate sponsored S 4082, which preceeded the final Title XX, and, which
reguired an annual report, evaluations, Federal and independent’ audits,
one question should be asked: California and other .States require
° program effectiveness data which will require a State agency to'.. .
~ substantially upgrade its current program performance and monitoring
efforts? . 3 . ' ) R

.

N
Another .aspect of program quality is the educational component of
child care services, Senator Allen Cranston (D-Calif.) apoke.fbréefully
during the waning debate over the requirement of education for high
quality developmental child care programs: "It is apparent. that
California's efforts in education-based child care can show the way for
. a national movement in child care aimed at insuring high quility
© developmental child care programs tha go well beyond simply custodial
supervision or babysitting services." . s
: i |
~  genator Javits (R-N.Y.) ddded another dimendion to the. question
of quality child care including an educational component when he said:
"I hope the Senate will be most diligent in exercising its oversight
responsibilities in this area (the area of alteration of thg FIDCR so
that education is an optional service) and that we will most:‘carefully
monitor the effects of these changes or the quality gf seryites
provided to young children under this 1egislntion."4 (Emphasis added)

Audits, tfaining monies, on-goihg citizen involvemcht_in planning,
N and oversight monitoring all will be needed to be added to State and
Federal legislation to quarantee quality. . \

Nt

]




| ~ ;;:’, . ; Rl . N . . ) ) A
F“ ) . S . o . < . .
| B . 4 . . . ’ ~ - . ’ ’. !
| - . ) . . : N
R . E 3. : . o . .
i.. . 20 ) ' ) . ba",. % ¢ " » C ‘ ’
% S - 4 . S r . N . ‘_ N s ?\“
% - - -, Senatdr Javits engaged in a- short dialogue with Senator Russell

Long (D-La.) over the immeans.to directly influence program quality.
The two questions and answers are printed in full from the Congressional
Record. " . o “ - T . ST @ ce
’ . . ;...- . . . D :, w ..\' 3 -
. Mr.-Javits: "So I would like to ask the Senator-whether: ot
- there 1is anything in the report which would -
RN S prevent a city, .or State or some other: political
‘ subdivision or an indivigdual or other.charitable
-contribution” (check) from trying to add and i
supplement for the lack of care which may result
from the application of this new standard’ (new ‘ S
adult-child ratioes) whigch by the way is a . L
. _ minimum standard, and I must want to b sure ' - .
N that there could be fiéd into it improvement _-. .=
’ _from governmental or private sources. ffe/ﬁ <3?N\‘\J

- -
* - ’

- s Mr.,ﬁﬁﬁg: <:‘Yesj they caﬁ/&o that, \\d/ . ™

Mr. Javits: Nonetheless, is an individual entity or
. individuals who wish to contribute, cooperate
g or whatever, wish to help out, they may, there
is nothing to inhjibit them under the law?

v

Mr. Long: . Nothing whatever.'%6

Regommendationa . . ,

-
-

" In this ﬁinalféeppion of the position paper, several re;ommenda-
tions are made for each of the five public poldcy-are These
recommendat ions are:directed to specific governmental branches or B
departments at the Federal, and occasionally the State level. These. ’
actions would further the national committment to comprehensive child
fcare under the present situation, and hopefully woul%}:;zvide an

!
\

additional indication of support in the continuous el¥Qrt to provide - X
quality care to those children and families who-neéd and¥seek assistance.

hsd

Money (Source and Flow)

\

1. We suppoit the inclusion by the Federal government of "“child
care" in the list of activities which can be considered "public service"
under revenue sharing funding. State and local officials are strongly .
urged to seek funds for child care within the Communitx7Development s
Act and the Compreheneive Employment and Training Act.

2. A review of the public findings qf the Comptroller General . .
of the United Sihteu shows that of the 219 local governments surveyed, ¢ ’
only 52 governments authorized part of their revenue. sharing funds for
children's programs and activities. Appendix I documents these findings
: and lists several cities. In the period ending June 30, 1973, about
. $15.4 million or a little more than gpe per cent of the $1.374 billion
authorized by the 219 governments wa?pfon children's programs and
activities. We encourage all local governmerits to use an increased
per cent of revenue sharing authorizations for purposes related to ghildren.

at

+
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' 3. State officials should take special precaution to allocate T Yo
funds fairly for existing and new child care programs under social . ' :
o service monies from Title XX of the Social Security Act. Any cuts
T R “ in serviceg by states already at maximum allocation levels should
be distributed reasonably and equitably among all social serviees
and not taken primarily from.day care and child development services."‘
N ‘E
T4, Continued Congressional ‘efforts must institute a $4 billdom - .. -,
social service’ ceiling, a reallocation. provision, and resist attempts o IR
- to decrease the Federal-State social service match below the -Z5%-25%
levels. A further national study is needed immediately on the possible

T . - consequences of decreased state and &ocal share, and the. effects of
- distribution and cut back of funds. Planned use and reported'use

:{aﬁw' records must be checked and publicized by“Federal officials 80 that
' the consequences are made . known. : .

5. Congress should instate highér authorization levels and
full Administration support for the proposed Child and Family Services
Act of 1975, especially, since the final appropriation’ level, increased
costs, and economic uncertainities may make the proposed levels '
‘*ineffective Furtlfiermore, outlays of public funds must be for a
" variety of services and must reach more than the exceedingly small

proportion of persons who are presently being served

#

Eligibilitz :

Y

All nEyional and administrative/gfficials should formulate »>;;o

e

f a 6;itten policy concerning the compromises necessary between ,

"quantity "and quality," as related to child and family services. -

Expedient increasing of expectations, substantial funding alterationms,

and restrictive regulation changes must not occur without a prior

" hearing before an on-going Congressional legislative committee for' s
,children and family services. We strongly urge more stringent Federal \>
monitoring of State practices, espectally in States already at maximum _ :
allocation levels. .

-~

. ' 2. Appropriate DHEW agencies and offices should immediately
and significantly improve eligibility guidelines and information’

T ' céllection. Widespread publication of these guidelines from the
national level and a complilation of all state eligibility regulations
under Title XX should be directed, updated annually, and made
availahle to the public. Furthermore, DHEW should publish a

e et e e

- separate comparison of eligibility requirements for states vhich are
allocated to a different degree of completeness. -
- ib 3, All proposed Child and Family Services legislation'should j
conform with agreed upon and established Title XX and Federal ?
7 Interagency Day Care Requirements. Eligibility and licensing require- :

» ments should be revised so they foster, not impede, quality expansion
of programs. We advocate inclusion of low and middle income families
with a sliding fee Schedule for proposed nat@onal child and family ‘
services legislation. X . o

- - ) ;
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- "'prime sponsors" should be supported.. Eventually, a single state

4. DHEW should implement increased safeguards in the determina-
tiont of income status and income maintenance status eligibility.
+1ssues of privacy, data use, priority for services among eligibiles,
and emergency determination need further regulatory strengthening,
Appendix H sta'tes .the present Code of Federal Regulations applicable -

- to’ privacy of client infotmation for Public Welfare programs.

.Recommendation - Administration

2 N ,

7“1, We support the basic elements, principles, and . provisions

',fof the Child and Family Services Act of 1975. - Congress must act 8o . _ :
" this legislation is authorized, ‘funded and in place during ‘the 5 R

existence of the 94th Congress.

2; The President should initiate strong leadership 4in the area -
of Child and Family Service legislation and- should support a substantial

appropriation ;or this bill,

¥, Federal coordination and consolidation of adminiatrative,'
units and ‘continued funding of effective child development ‘programs - .
hould increage significantly. More than a renamed Office -of Child =~ - .-
Development is needed. The Child and Family Services Act.method of '
administering programs thrZugh a‘system of state ‘and local ‘government
' agenicy for children and family services should administer a system pEge
of public and private non-profit prime sponsors in each state. ~

4. Federal agencies should provide technical assistance to b
state and local offices in order to improve interagency coordination,
communication, and increased citizen awareness. ‘

Recommendation - Control ‘ ' - : ' 3 *

;.

l: The Federal government must strengthen its committment to

children and family services since Federal accountability and
responsibility in the area of social services has weakened. "We ,
recommend a reinstatement of Federal monitoring, auditing, and %
evaluation of the planned‘use and actual use of social service funds.
Special provisions should be made to monitor the distribution by
service and eligibility category of socigl service revenue sharing

" monies and those "fungible" general revehue sharing monies.

2. A joint Congressional oversight committee should immediately .
be created to monitor implementation of the Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements, which now have the force of statutory law, and .
especially4the effects of the optional education requirements, and _ ) .
the states actual use of these monies to meet these requirements.

3. Local child care advisory councils should initiate state-
wide advisory committees for all social services, State support is
strongly urged: and encouragement of this effort by the provision of
data, staff, and meeting some costs should be established.

) . .
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4, ‘Funding of trainiﬁg monies and the expending‘ofltheae'fuhds
should further the aim of public accountability,vopgn planning and

* s - . evaluation process, and citizen-client interaction as called fo¥
under provisions of Title XX and the proposed Child and Family Services

Act » - - :

S. The Child and Family Services Act has set a viable system of.
. parental involvement and control. State agencies .should adopt in
practice the pledge set out during the Joint Hearings February 22,
) 1975, by one of the co-sponsors: "... the requirement for parental
. : -~ control of nggréma will not be changed during our consideration of
e o the bill,.." ' S

Recommendations - Quality
e — i ‘ .
. 1. Congressional leadership and national support should be

directed to Senators Cranston, Javits, and others who have publically
pledged and fought for the reinstatement of education as a mandatory
componént under the Federal Interagency Day.Care Reﬂgifémenta of 1968.

2. DHEW should conduct an on-going study, comparison, and
evaluation of all aspects of child care programs funded under and
outside the employment-welfare regulations of Title XX.

3. Child care centers should be established or improved so ]

they are economically, racially, ~and socially heterogenous. However, - . R S

" given the present urban and suburban housing structure, additional '
means must be pravided to accomplish this recommendation.

Employee-employer arrangements as a part of contract negotiations,
assistance by local school districts, and restructuring of social
service-education delivery mechanisms would further this goal. Workable -
models should be developed and funded by DHEW and private sourcesj
sustained public support for replication and continuation of successful
programs must be given by the executive and legislative branches.

4. State and Federal funds should provide an effective percentage

. of funds for training in child development, management, administration,

_bow-consumers can interact with the State decision-making process, arfd
for on-going systems of monitoring, evaluation, and improvement of
standards. \

- : ’ 5. A separate agency, not the administering or operating agency,

should evaluate any programs under Title XX, all applicable State-Federal
systems, and those under the proposed Child and Family Services Act,

In conclusion, this position paper on public policy issues and
child care has offered commendations and recommendations in the spirit
of ongoing discussion, decision-making, and implementation so that
those most honestly affected may become more involved, and so that
those with access’to the policy process will increasing consbbé.tﬁé
children and families effected by their decisions.

Y
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| . Date
3 Oct.
s 3 Oct.

3 Oct.

3 0ct.
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- ‘ . 3 Oct. -
' 10 Oct.
10 Oct.
17 Dec.
17 Dec.
17 Dec. .
17 Dec.

20 Dec. »
20 Dec.
20 Dec.
20 Dec.
20 Dec.
20 Dec.

20 Dec.
-20 Dec.

20 Dec.
20 Dec.
20 Dec.
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.. Appendix A’
Child Care References in Debate Over Title XX
in Conggesslonal Record -3 Oct. through 20 Dec. 1974

F,

0w nwm

18159 . .
18163

18164

18164

18164
18165
18767
18768
21732
21735
21749

21749--

21750

22523 .

22523
22525

- 225625

22526
22526

12584
12587

12587
12589
12590

Column

Summary

W =

W W N =

2--3
3-1

O = W W W =

: Chlld care for workmg parents reduces welfare rolls.

B Child day care must meet standards‘ to be funded.

Day or residential care standards mentioned.

“15% Federal match for child care; higher ehglblhty,
standards, and payments may water down programs.

N.Y. Sta ‘vs. N. Y. City controVersy over funding.

" FIDCR would be applicable.

Child care isa needed component of any work program.
N.Y. State and N.Y: City controversy settled in court. -
Different child care staff ratios for under three years '

- Senators have separate views on FIDCR of 1968.

Senator Taft on Staff ratios.
Senator Cranston on bureaucratlc restrictions.

Senator Long on Child Care Provisions.
‘Senator Mondale on Child Care Provisions.
Senator Javits on Child Care Provisions.
Senator Long on ratios and “‘trading off’’ on standards
Senator Javits on educational component.

Senator Cranston plans to remtroduce modlflcatmns
in 94th Congress.

Representative Ullman commer’rts on Senate Standards. »

Representative Schroeder and Representatlve Ullman
differ on costs and child day care.

Representative Pettis (deceased) on meaningful compromise.

. Representative Abzug concerned with ratios and standards.

Representative Schroeder very concerned about
custodial care.

) "‘v’g’;
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, SOCIAL SERVICES AMENDMENTS OF 1974

Statement by the Presxdent Upon Signmg the Bill Into-Law, Wh11e Expressmg Reservatxgns
, Certam of Its Provisions. January 4 1975

] . ." : .Althdu 1 have signed H.R. 175&15 I am pleased with most of its provmlons but
cqpee ngd about others. , .

'Thg; ‘}QVISIOHS concemmg the Federal-State partnershlp program for soclal services

’sﬁfully concludes many long months of negotiations among the Congress, the
Department.of Health, Education, and Welfare, Governors, State administratorg, and
spokesmen for producers and consumers. Ending a long impasse, the efforts o %1l
exemplify my call for commumcatlon, cooperatxon, concﬂlatlon and compromise when
I assumed the office of President. .

I am particularly pleased that this leglslat;pn follows a desu'able trend in Federal-State
relations. It will improve the results of programs previously hampered by unrealistic
assumptions of Federal review and control. Those decisions related to local conditions
and needs will b&made at, the State level, while Federal responsibilities are clearly
delineated.. Indeed, the interests of not only the Federal and State governments, but
also producers and consumers are recognized and protected. I also believe that this
new legislation significantly improves program accountability and focuses funds on

~ those most in need of services.

In summary, I regard the social services provisidns as a major piece of domestic legislation

and a significant step forward in Federal-State relations.
k;(‘w

PRESIOENTIAL OOCUMENTS: GERALO R. FORO, 1975

3
Volume }1 -- Number 2 ( -
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Appendix D . SR ‘
THE FEDERAL PROGRAM BY FUNCTION 121
EDUCATION MANPOWER AND SOCIAL SERVICES
{in mllllom of dollars) .
<@ P . , H.c%r:\(; ' -
» . PROGRAM OR AGENCY, * .. OUTLAYS - L’L‘é’m -
- S 1974 L1976 1976 autharity _
: : actual  ~ estimsta estimata  for 1976
" Education: . ,
S Elementary, secondary and vocatlonal education: ! ' L
Aid to educationagencies . . . . . . . . 38,850 3,767 3,996 4,497
Child and human development . . . . . . 421 449 481 - 488«
Proposed legislation (impact aid and
vocational education modlflcatlon e e e e - - . —26b6 —396
| Subtotal, elementary, secondary and . . .
| vocational education . . . ... 8,711 4,216 4,222 4,284
| Higher education: . _
} . Student aid and institutional support .« . . . 1,238 1,971 2,209 2,245
Special institutions . - . e e e 111 133 116 - 116
' ' Subtotal, higher educatlon -+« o+ . . . L1349 - 2,104 2,326 2,361
Research and general education aids: :
Proposed leglslatxon (hbmry serv:ces) e e - - 11 20
Other . . . . .. ‘869 937 . 828 729
‘Subtotal research and general educatlon alds 869 937 839 749
_ Subtotal, education. . . . ... . . . . 5989 17,257 17,386 17,394
Manpower:
Manpower training:
Temporary employment assistance . . . . . - 350 660 -
Manpower program activities . . .- . . . 1,617 2,8% 2,766 2,461
Work incentive.program . ' . 340 _ 3 3156 330 1
Federal-State employment servxce and other . 448 632 621 511 Py
Emergency employment assistance.. . . . . 6056 59 - - ,
¢ ' Subtotal, manpower training. . . . . . . 2,910 4,118 4,241 3,302
Other manpowerservices . . . . . . . . . 219 278 . 301 3056 *
Subtotal, manpower . . . .. . . . . 3,129 4,397 4,642 3,607
Social services:
Grants to States for social services . . . . . . 6 1,472 1,972 2,064 2,067
Proposed leglslatxon e e e e e e e e e -10 —478 —478
Rehabilitation services . . e e e e 724 185 806 789
Administrative expenses and other e e e e 300 . 359 343 , 332
Proposed legislation (allied services) . . . . . - - v 5 20
Subtotal, sotial services . . . . . . . 2496 3,106 2,740 2.720
Deductions for offsetting receipts . . . . . . —13 —456 = —d4b —4b
Total . . . ... .........11,600 14714 14,623 13636

1Compares with budget authority of $13,222 million in 1974 and $14,5677 million in 1975.

- Source: The Budget of the United States Government Fiscal Year 1976:
U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., p. 121.
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Subject
PL 93-647

A Y

Senator Long

>
Senator Mondale

HEW Newq Release

-

4
Appendix E -
Public Accountability

Requires the Governor, or other officials:as réquired by'law ofeach _

state to publish and make available a proposed comprehensive annual
services program at least ninety days before the beginning of the state’s
services program year. Public comment is accepted for forty-five days
and a final plan is submitted thereafter. Since the fiscal year and trail
fiscal year will begin on October 1st, this year’s plan must be readied
by July 1, 1975. ~

Made very genera] the requirement that States ‘“‘make such reports

. concerning use of Federal social services funds as the Secretary may

by regulation provide.”
‘Conference Re‘fmrt Sec. 2003 (a)

“We will Yequire the Stabes to report on the use offthe social services
funds, but they will not be burdened with excessively detailed .

reporting: reqmrements "
, CR 20 Dec. 74, S. 22‘523

From Separate Views on’the Senate Finance Committee Version of
Title XX, the Senator wrote: “We would hope that in conference

we might strengthen the Senate passed version to reflect the consensus
reflected in S. 4082,” to include: “strengthening the process of state

planning with open hearings. . ."” - .
| CH 7 Dec. 74, 8. 21735

Senator Mondale also included a summary of major provisions in the
CR 3 Oct. 74. The summary reads part, ‘“The State is also required
to conduct evaluations and provide requu'ed reports to HEW and the
public.”

CR 3Oct. 74, 5. 18163

HEW Secretary Weinberger wholeheartedlv endorsed S. 4082 which
would ‘‘make the State social service programs answerable primarily

to the State’s citizen through an open planning process with emphasis

on citizen involvement.” ,
: ' CR 30Oct. 74, S.18164

The Secretary continued, ‘“Public accountability to citizens of the
State is insured by means of the federally required open plannmg
process; regular reporting; independent audits; and evaluation.”

N CR 3 Oct. 74, 8. 18164

1) Sections 2003 (a-d) (i-iii) of S. 4082 which insured open planning,
reporting, audltmg, and evaluation are omitted from P.L. 93-647.

2) A public hearing is not required before the state pubhshes its
annual comprehenswe social sexvices plan.

3) No enforceable provisions are established to guarantee public
involvement, participation, and accountability, or to correct abuses
found in other revenue sharing programs, particularly in light of
the timetable this first year.
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b v
Subj;zct . Educational Component ) }:f-'r , -
P.L. 93-647 “Educational services in the case bf care provided outside the child’s
-‘ home, shall be recommended fo the States and not required.” L.
Conference Report, 93-1643 - . ;
. ‘ * Sec. 2002 (9) (a) (ii) - S
: Senyator Long ...the confe};ance agreed’ to a compromme ‘which. . provides that
: : ‘the educational component of. day care programs is to be recommended
rather than mandatory.” = :
v * CR 20 Dec 14, S. 22523 ' .
Senator Cranston . the conferees, unfortunately. acted to eliminate the Federal
'requlrement for an educational component in child care provision. . .
I would strongly urge that, when Congress reconvenes, we give k4

immediate consideration to reinstituting all provisions of the Fﬁderal
interagency day care requirements - including the mandate foran -
educational component to be requijred of all Btates operating child
“«. care programs with Federal funds.”
' ! ~ CR 20 Dec 74 S. 22526

“T am also concerned about the section of thm provnuon that would

-~ eliminate the requirement that the States provide educational services.
I hope that the Senate wil} l?e most diligent in exercising its ovemght _.
responsibilities in this area amd that we will most carefully menitor - *

the effects of these changes On the quahty of services rovided young
a;z&

Senator Javits

chxldren under this provision.”
s CR 20 Dec. 74, S. *
Comment Although the Federal standards are only a minimum and States may
P - have higher requirements, the practical realities are that an educational
*  component requires answers to questions of: cost, training, certification, P
present state laws, especially in California, the strong position of the
. American Federation nf Teachers, and some local teacher groups who
gee jobs for presently unhired teachers and future teachers.
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c

h Subject

P.L. 93-647

Senat:or Long

Senator Mondale

Mrs. Schroeder _ -

Comment

-

AN

“The conference agreed to have the Secretary of HEV@ work out

’ . v c

Establishing, Monitoring, and Enforcing Day Care Standards.
Federal Interagency Day Care Requii‘ements are mandatory except
education is optional, and some staffing ratios are modified; while -
for children under three years of age, the Secretary determines the
ratios. ‘ , ,
Conference Report, 93-164
Sec. 2002 (9) (A) (ii)

¢ .

. -
regulations for staff ratios for out of home care for.children under 3. . .
g0 wg are trading off'an impractical standard not observed in practice
ﬁﬁd the country, for what we think is one more feasible, which
we will be observed.” v : j
~ CR-20 Dec. 71, S. 22528, 22526

“And while I regret that the day,care standards contained in S. 4082
have been eased with respect to adult-child ratios, I am pleased that
for the first time Federal standards for day care involving requirements
for parent involvement, hedlth and safety standards, staffing, and the
provision of social services to children — now-have the force of statutory, .
law. These standards now can and must be enforced.” %

CR 20 Dec. 74, S. 22623

“The Senate day care provisions which turn day care into custodial care

and increase child staff ratios for school age children were adopted. . .

Yes, inadvertently the Congress is approving a social disaster -- .

institutionalized child abuse now and adult dependengy later.” S
CR 20 Dec. 74, H. 1259 ’

Child care is an extremely labor intensive service, and since the easiest
way to lower cost is by reducing staff qualifications and ratios, the
ultimate effect of this change will be determined by the regulations
and by the States committment, over and above those Federal
regulations.
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' Intemg@gLRegmrements

o T 'Opportumtles must be provided parents at times’ convement to them to work with

" Appendix F

the program and whenever possible, obseive their chﬂdren in the day care facihty

N -

2. Parents must. have the opportumty to become mvolved themselVes in the making of : :
- decisions concermng the nature and operatlo_n of the day care faclhty. : = Ll

3. Whenever an agency (1 e ‘an operatmg or an admmlstenng agency) provrdes day care

for 40 or more children, there must be a policy advisory committee or its eqmvalent
at that administrative level where ‘most decisions are made. 12/ The committee
membership should include not less than 50 percent parents or parent representatives, -
selected by the parents themselves in a democratic fashion. Other members-should - o
include representatives of professional organizations or individuals who have particular - ]
) knowledge or skills in children’s ard family programs. - L e

R

4. Policy advisory commlttees __/ must perform productive functlons, 1ncludmg, but
not limited, to: . .

- . »

a. Assisting in the deveIOpment of the programs and approvmg applications
for fnndmg

>

b. Participatmg in the nommation and selection of the program du:ector at the N

: operatmg and for administering level.
c. Advisinggn the recruitment and selection of staff anci volunteers. | I
o d. Initiating sugge'stions and ideas for -program'ir'nprovements.. |
e . Serving as a channel for hearing complaints on the program.
_ f. _Assisting'in organizing ac'tivities for parents. o . 1

’ g.”  Assuming a degree dr responsibility for communicating with parents and o . }
encouraging their participation in the program. : -

: Lok ' :
12/ That levelshere decisions are made on the kinds of programs to be operated, the '
. hiring of staff, the budgeting of funds, and the submiss1on of apphcations to funding
agencies, .

13/ Pohcy advisory committees, the structure providing a formal means for involving ™
parents in decisions about the program, will vary depending upon the administering
agencies and facilities involved. ) . . . 2y

F‘kefd)eral Interagency Day Care Requirements 23 Septem'ber 1968, pp. 14, 15

o4y | ’J
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States
Reviewed

i

. Massachusetts

New Jersey
Vn'gm1a

. Georgia ™

Michigan

- Texas

California
Washingtop “

leials

a Records were not available to permit evaluation of health and safety

State and Local Service Requirements

compliance at 55 facilities.

N

-

i

Appendix G

. Results of the HEW Audit Agency’s
Review, of Compliance with Federal

7/

~

\

0.0042

Number Nof

- Number of Number Not _, Meeting Health
Facilities Meeting Child/ - and Safety -
- Reviewed Staff Ratios Requn'ements
12 o 11
" 20 8 T
75 20 17a
12 1 | 9
* Compliance waived by SRS Regional Commissioner
6 | S S 56
40 _ 7" 27
330 123 - 279
112 71 70
607 " 243 425

4 -
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S , Apperdix H. : .
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45 ~ Public Welfare '
205. 50 Safeguarding mformatlon

; - (a) -State plan requirements. A State plan under title I, IV—. A VI, X, XIV, XVI, or
: XIX of the Social Security Act, except as prov1ded in paragraph (b) of this section, must

provide that:
(1) Pursuant to State statute whlch imposes legal sanctions:
(i) The use or disclosure of information concerning applicants and rec1p1ents will be e

limited to purposes directly connected with the administration of the program. Such purposes
~ include establishing eligibility, determnrung amount of assistance, and prowdmg services for
applicants and recipients.

(ii) - The State agency has authonty to implement and enforce the provmons for

_safeguarding information about applicants and recipients;

(iii) Publication of lists or names of applicants and re01p1ents will be prohibited.

(2) The agency will have clearly defined criteria which govern the types of information
that are safeguarded and the conditions under which such mformatlon may be released or used.
Under this requirement: N '

(i) Types of information to be safeguarded include but are not lunlted to:

(a) The names and addresses of applicants and recipients and amounts of assistance
provided (unless excepted under paragraph (b) of this section);.

(b) Information related to the social and economic conditions or circumstances of
a particular individual;

(c¢) = Agency evaluation of information about a‘particular individual; ‘

[(d) Medical data, including diagnosis and past history of disease or disability, concemmg N
a particular individual. ‘

(ii) The release or use of information concemmg individuals applying for or receiving
financial or medical assistance is restricted to persons or agency representatives who are subject
to standards of confxdentlahty which are comparable to those of the agency administering the
financial and medical assistance programs. .

(iii) The family or individual is informed whenever pos51ble of a request for information
‘from an outside source, and permission is obtained to meet the request. In an emergency
situation when the individual’s consent for the release of information cannot be obtainéd, M
he will be notified immediately thereafter. '

(iv) In the event of the issuance of a subpoena for the case record or for any agency
representative to testify concerning an applicant or recipient, the court’s attention is called,
through proper channels to the statutory provisions and the policies or rules and regulations
against disclosure of information.

(v) The same policies are applied, to requests for information from a govemmental
authority, the courts, or a law enforcement official as from any other outside source.

(8) The agency will publicize provisions governing the confidential nature of information
about applicants and recipients, including the legal sanctions imposed for improper disclosure
andgyse, and will make such provisions available to applicants and recipients and to other
persons and agencies to whom information is disclosed.

(4) All materials sent or distributed to appllcants, recipients, or medical vendors,
including material enclosed in envelopes contammg checks, will be limited to those which

, , - are directly related to the administration of the program and will not have political implications.
Under this requirement: -

;tﬁﬁj - - 00044
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. - Title45 - Public Welare (Cont. p. 2)

(i) - Specifically excluded from mailing or dlstnbutlon are matenals such as “holiday”
~  greetings, general public announcements, voting information, alien registration notices; "
" (ii) Not prohibited from such mailing or distribution ‘are materials in the immediate o
interest of the health and welfare of applicants and recipients, such as announcements of
free medical examinations, availability of surplus food, and consumer protection information;
(ili) Only the names of persons directly connected with the admm1stratlon of the ¢ '
program are contained in material sent or distributed to applicants, recipients, and vendors,
\ and siich persons are identified only in their official capacity with the State or local agency.
: (b) ‘Exception. In respect to a State plan under title I, IV—A, X, XIV, or XVI of the
Social Security Act, exception to the requirements of paragraph (a) of this section may be
made by reason .of the enactment or enforcement of State legislation, prescribing any
conditions under which public access may he had to records of the disbursement of funds
or payments under such titles within the State, if such legislation prohibits the use of any
- list or names obtained through such access to such records for commercial or political
purposes. -

[36 FR 3860, Feb. 1971, as amended at 39 FR 34543, Sept. 26, 1974] )

4y




Appendix I
PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN

A total of 52 governments authorized part of their revenue sharing funds in children’s
programs or activities. These authorizations totaled about $15.4 million, or a little more
than 1 percent of the'$1.374 billion authorized by the 219 governments. Enclosure IT
briefly deséribes the programs being funded by revenue sharing; The more significant ~
" programs included: ‘ ' -

. ’ ’ \ ) . .
" Suffolk County, New York, authorized $1,953,456 for three programs consisting of
$1,400,356 for payments to foster parents for foster care, $507,099 for juvenile
delinquent institutional care, and $46,001 for a youth service program.

Riverside County, California, appropriated $1,226,563 for several projects, including
$577,144 for constructing a juvenile detention hall and $546,000 for eonstructing an
- office building for the juvenile probation department. W

Los Ange(les County, California, appropriated $1,062,054 forjuvénile probation activities,
including $487,621 for capital improyements at juvenile halls and $457,450 for capital
improvements at several boys probation camps.:

Baltimore, Maryland, authorized $1 million for summer youth adtivities consistiﬁg of
$650,000 for 4 youth employment program directed toward the disadvantaged and
$360,000 for a\recreation program directed toward inner city children and the handicapped.

We do not plan {o distribute this report further unless you agree or publicly announce its
contents.

Sincerely/yours,

R. F. Kdller, | ‘
Acting Comgtroller’,General of the United States

ENCLOSURE I1

Local Governments Which Had-Authorized Revenue Sharing Funds
For Programs For Children, As Of June 30, 1973
(California only)

Amount authorized

, Operation
e Capital and main-
Government outlay tenance Nature of expenditure
Fresno County, Calif. . . . . 50,000 . . . . . . . . Schools &?ir-conditioning)
22,418 . . . . . . . . Juvenilehall
Los Angeles County, Calif. . .487,621 . . . . . . . . Juvenile halls -
. 457,460 . . . . . . . . Boyscamp (probation)
76,888 . ." Juvenile courts building

. 4210,.09‘5. . . Youth foundation
Riverside County, Calif. . . .624,132 e

.. . . Juvenile halls :
546,000 . . . . . . . . Probation (juvenile office)
31,300 . . . . . . . . Juvenil® court

1,602 . . .+ . Youth center 5

. . 28,629 . . Summer youth pfdgram
Sacramento County, Calif. . . 200,000 . . Children’s receiving home
Ban Diego, Calif. . . .

5,260 . . Summer camp
. . 440,000 . . Summer youth program
Santa Clara County, Calif. . . . . . . 50,000 . . Summer youth employment
Tulare County, Calif. . . . . 75,000. « +« +« + « « . dJuvenile hall, site development
Ventura County, Calif. e e . 125,000 . Summer youth employment

Note:. After June 30, 1973, funds could be reauthorized for other purposes before expenditure.
Some governments authorized revenue shating funds already received, as well as anticipated
receipts. In such cases, the amounts shown above represent a proration of the amounts
appropriated, to reflect appropriations of funds received through June 30, 1973.
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